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Sar a,

I amnot sure and would need to try to find old records from
fol ks that are

| ong gone. However, ny best recollection is that the 2.9 ngd
nunber is the

capacity of the treatnent system The outfall was designed for
pot enti al

expansi on that has not occurred (I believe the existing conbined
perm t

[imts are about 2/3 of pipeline the design flow). I will check
to see if

I can find anything nore.
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Where in the permt application is a potential reduction

di scussed (what is

the context)? | do not think a reduction is planned in the

f oreseeabl e

future. | know that production varies based on market on one side
and

supply of fish on the other. Gven the current state of affairs
and recent

devel opnments in Ecuador, | would not anticipate reductions. W
need to ask

StarKist (and COS) directly if it is an inportant point, however
| do not

t hink anything in the current permt is directly tied to
production. This

was purposeful because the variability that drive it are so
unpr edi ct abl e.

| amin ny office this week and next. WII be on conference calls
from

10: 00 to 11:30 and 1:00 2: 00 today, but am avail abl e ot herw se.
W are

pl anni ng on going to Sanba on August 30. W will tentatively neet
with the

canneries on Septenber 7th.

St eve

----- Original Message -----

From <G einer. Sara@panail.epa. gov>

To: "Steve Costa" <slcatgdc@arthlink. net>

Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2007 5:02 PM
Subject: 2.9 Ma in existing permt

> H Steve,
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> You hel ped strai ghtened out the confusion on the 2.12 and 2.9
MED, wth

> the existing permt regulating Starkist's discharge at the 2.9
MED

> Thanks. However, | forgot to inquire about what the nunber
represents.

>1s it the cannery's design flow of the treatnent or was it
based on

> historic effluent data such as the daily maxi mum or nonthly
aver age

> fl ow?

>

> Also, the permt application indicated a possible reduction in
t he

> average daily production of tuna (tons/day) during the permt
term Do

> you happen to know why? Is it anticipated during the permt
cycl e?

>

> | amworking really hard to get the draft ready for you by the
end of

> the nonth but have run into a few last mnute details | am
trying to

> sort out-one of which we will probably have to discuss is
toxicity

> requirements. Are you in your office this week?

sng

Sara N. G einer

U.S. Environnental Protection Agency

Cl ean Water Act Standards and Permts O fice
75 Hawt horne Street, WIR-5

San Francisco, California 94105

Tel ephone: 415-972-3042

Fax: 415-947- 3545
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